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> 0f- Company, the truth of which it positively denied; and it
“oty omitted some facts and misstated others, which materisis
o afiected the interest of this Company. This answer couly
oa ‘10t be demurred to, because 3 demurrer would have ade-
bese wmiited the truth of every fact stated in the answer, by the
{ Canal Company, and would have precioded " this Company
“-%g from adducing any roof whatever on its part. It was there.
h? ‘ fore impossible to Eave‘brought the case {o final bearing in
“ﬁ; that form of proceeding, without nakisg an unpardonabic
ol sacrifice. (a) ' Y ' '
l:”"' . 'When the counsel of this Company met at Annapolis, to
= irgue the motion to dissolve the injunctions, snd found that
"?E“‘- the counsel for the Canal Company insisted that the case
S hat was then ripe for hearing on its werits; and that no further
wot Bl testimody, on either side, could affect the decision of the
ATgY cantroversy, they offered to putio a general veplication, and
pc‘?ﬂi immediately to set down the case for figa] hearing. This
-;".’ offer, if accepted, would have excluded only such parts of
“};: answer as were not responsive to the bill, but rested
ls""tb solely on the assertions of the Canal Company, and would
g bave left that Company- the benefit of every thing of which
id it had adduced proof, or of which the Court could have
- taken judicial notice. (b) - ' ‘
\cfml!; it is believed that the above statements fully justify the
?s'a;)le ussert @n, that “‘the time to which the eontraversy should be

prolenzed, depended upon the Canal Company itselfl,” since

3 it was entirely, and easily, in its power to have expedited
L by the time of trial, and at the. trial; to have taken such a course
both e woeld, without sacrificing a right er an interest, have put
"l?' | the questions in dispute in a situation for fi,;] decision in the
°‘:[ | Court of Chancery. S : '
M | - The above.statement, particular as it is, this Company

i fonsiders necessary, at (he present time, in consequence,

ol . partly, of the assertions contained jn the second annual report
ant: of the President and Direetors of the Chesapeake and Ohio
tore B - Canal Company.  These assertions, although utterly an-
l’t’w- founded, yet coming from the source they do, appear in-
‘;mi C.yested with a character and weight, that forbid thig €om-

per, i P37 0. permit them to pass unnoticed of uncontradicted.
"’i'n’ Aad as they are, niost undoubtedly, in opposition to the facts
ll;oagﬂ | bow stated as true, by the Baltimore and Ohio Rail Road

Company, in its report to the Legislature of Maryland, the
reeof credence to be attacbed to this report depends upon
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